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abandoned notions of personal respon-
sibility. Combined with an active lobby 
that pushed for drug legalization, those 
years laid the foundations for an explo-
sion of drug use. Most of the burden of 
that use fell upon young people. Most 
of our addicts today, who burden our 
welfare and health systems, are the 
casualties of that period. They are pay-
ing the personal price but the rest of us 
are footing the bill. It is also no coinci-
dence that our major crime wave began 
during the same years and is linked di-
rectly to growing drug use. 

It was the double whammy of kids on 
drugs and crime on our streets that led 
to public demands for a speedy and ef-
fective response. It led to ‘‘Just Say 
No’’ and a concerted effort to reverse 
the trend and save a generation of 
young people. It worked. But now we 
are in danger of forgetting once again 
what we once knew: That drug use is 
not a victimless crime. That it is not 
harmless. That it is simply a matter of 
personal choice with no social con-
sequences. 

In the last several years, we have 
seen teenage drug use increase at an 
alarming rate. We have seen drug use 
messages re-emerge in the popular cul-
ture. We have seen major public figures 
and leading members of government 
equivocate on drugs or openly advocate 
legalization. 

We have seen major financial figures 
pour money into pushing drugs-are- 
good-for-you themes. We have also seen 
the birth of MTV and the Internet. 
These media, aimed at kids, purvey in 
the most direct way drug use themes to 
kids of all ages. Today, access to kids 
by people who want to exploit them is 
unprecedented. Whether we are talking 
drugs or pornography, there is an open 
highway into almost every home in the 
country. Any household that is home 
to a tv or computer access to the 
worldwide web is accessible. You can-
not lock your doors. 

Currently, drug information sources 
on the Internet are dominated by drug 
legalizers. Their websites are easily 
accessed. They specialize in trendy for-
mats and cartoon helpers. We hear a 
lot about Joe Camel. 

Well, take a look at what those who 
specialize in drug legalization use. As a 
recent piece in the New York Times 
shows, drug messages aimed at kids are 
up to date, stylish, and accessible. High 
Times, which is one of the major drug 
legalization publications in the coun-
try, operates a site on the net. Their 
web page is available with only a few 
clicks from the main page. It is filled 
with lots of helpful tips. You can learn, 
for example, how to grow marijuana at 
home. It offers advice on how to evade 
or distort drug tests. You can find de-
tails on where to find the best drugs. Of 
course, to access these helpful hints, 
you have to certify that you are not a 
minor. But there is no way to check on 
this, so the certification is meaning-
less. There are many more, similar 
sites. 

When you link this access to re-
emerging drug themes in the music 

most listened to by young people, it is 
not hard to understand that more kids 
are using. It is not hard to see why 
more kids believe that drugs are not 
dangerous. 

These messages come at a time of an-
other wave of ambivalence about drugs. 
They come at a time when leadership is 
lacking. They come at a time when 
many parents do not seem to know how 
to talk to their kids. 

Close to 25 percent of the population 
of this country is under the age of 18. 
Forty-five million are under the age of 
12. It is this population that is most 
susceptible to drug use messages. It is 
this audience that is most targeted 
with those messages. 

We have all the ingredients for an-
other drug epidemic. This one, how-
ever, will come when we are still cop-
ing with the walking wounded for our 
last fling with drugs. We are also see-
ing much younger kids starting to use. 
If we fail to respond, seriously and so-
berly, then our new drug epidemic will 
be worse than our last. It will also be 
the result of a colossal act of irrespon-
sibility. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico. 

f 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. BINGAMAN. I ask unanimous 

consent that a fellow in my office, Dan 
Alpert, be permitted floor privileges 
during the pendency of the Treasury, 
Postal appropriations bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
speak as if in morning business for up 
to 12 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

AMENDMENT NO. 937 TO S. 1023 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, the 

amendment Senator MURKOWSKI and I 
have offered strikes section 630 of the 
bill. If enacted, section 630 would fore-
close all Federal agencies from taking 
advantage of energy conservation pro-
grams offered by their local utility 
company. I believe section 630 would 
needlessly restrict an option that helps 
the Federal Government, the Nation’s 
largest energy user, implement cost-ef-
fective energy-savings programs at 
Federal facilities. 

Mr. President, the Energy Policy Act 
of 1992 set a goal of reducing by 20 per-
cent the average energy consumed by 
the Federal Government. Federal fa-
cilities were given various approaches 
for reducing energy consumption. For 
example, an agency can sign an energy 
savings performance contract with an 
energy service company, or it can work 
with the local utility company to take 
advantage of utility-sponsored energy 
conservation measures. Under current 
law, Federal agencies may select the 
option that is best for their situation. 

It is important to have this flexi-
bility because working with the private 

sector to reduce a facility’s energy use 
is not an ordinary procurement. Pur-
chasing energy efficiency isn’t like 
buying paper clips or furniture. The 
Federal Energy Management Program 
has made substantial progress in 
streamlining the contracting process 
for energy management services at 
Federal facilities. If an agency chooses 
to work with the local utility com-
pany, it may go directly to the utility 
on a sole-source basis to obtain the en-
ergy efficiency and management serv-
ices that are available to all utility 
customers. In most cases, the utility 
teams with energy service companies 
to maximize cost-effective energy sav-
ings for the Government. 

Section 630 would eliminate the op-
tion of working with the local utility. 
If section 630 remains in the bill, Fed-
eral agencies will not be able to take 
advantage of the financial incentives, 
goods, or services generally available 
to all other customers of the utility. 
This could represent literally millions 
of dollars lost to the taxpayers. Sec-
tion 630 could also prevent payments 
on existing energy management con-
tracts between Federal agencies and 
utilities. 

Over the years, I have spoken fre-
quently here on the critical need for 
Federal agencies to make better efforts 
to reduce their energy use. According 
to a recent GAO report, the taxpayers’ 
electric bill for Federal facilities is 
more than $3.5 billion a year. There is 
no question we could be saving a sub-
stantial portion of this amount 
through cost-effective energy measures 
that frequently have payback times 
less than 10 years. I am pleased to see 
the substantial progress now being 
made. 

For example, the Government’s larg-
est single energy user is the Depart-
ment of Defense, which accounts for 
half of all Federal electricity consump-
tion. The Department is now on a 
track to save up to $1 billion per year 
in total energy spending by the year 
2005. The Department of Defense be-
lieves section 630 would significantly 
reduce its authority and opportunity 
to take advantage of private sector en-
ergy conservation expertise and cap-
ital, and would, in fact, seriously re-
duce the amount of work offered to all 
sectors of the energy community. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of this letter from 
Millard Carr of the Department of De-
fense be printed in the RECORD at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Earlier, I described 

the options available to Federal agen-
cies to secure energy management 
services. If I could Mr. President, I’d 
like to take a moment to give two ex-
amples demonstrating that the pro-
gram is on the right track and illus-
trating the risks of hasty and ill-con-
sidered changes. 

The first example is the New Mexico 
initiative from my home state. The 
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